(I) It tries to diagnose possible errors in the students response in order to build up an internal model of the current capabilities of the student in terms of strictly linguistic categories.
(2) It gives an explanation of the diagnostic results to guide the student in his search for a correct solution.
In contrast to other approaches (c.f. Barchan et al. 1985 , Pulman 1984 , Schwind 1987 we concentrate our efforts more on the handling of fragmentory utterances, instead of trying to analyse the correctness of complete sentences.
The enormous difficulties connected with the design of a universal error diagnosis for natural language sentences may only partially be seen as a motivation for this restriction.
Other, equally important justifications could be mentioned as well:
The handling of only simple sentence fragments seems to be a more natural and transparent limitation compared with an ad hoc exclusion of important parts of the grammar from the rule system. Again, heuristic criteria are needed to reduce the number of interpretations in a sensible way.
Step I: CORRECTNESS PROOF
Hypothesis initial facts
Step (2) The distance between the complementary transmitter application and the hypothesis, whereby errors "higher up" in a sentence structure are preferred. For example, it is more likely that the case governed by a preposition has been mistaken than that the agreement within the prepositional phrase is violated.
In a multiple error diagnosis a category common to most of the alterna~ rives could be taken for the explanation. Given the very frequent error combination (CASE and GENDER) 
